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RBfnarks/Arauments 

Cfaims 1-17 are pending in this application and are rejected in the Office 
Action of September 9, 2008. Claims 1-7, 9 and 1M4 are amended herein to 
more particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter Applicants regard 
as their invention. 

Rejection of Claims 1-9 a nd 11-17 under 35 U.S.C q inaf*) 

Claims 1-9 and 11-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,421,069 issued to Ludtke et al. (hereinafter 
"Ludtke") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,400,280 issued to Osakabe (hereinafter,' 
"Osakabe"), and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,477.262 issued to Banker 
(hereinafter, "Banker). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection for at least 
the following reasons. 

Applicants first note that independent claim 1. as amended herein, recites: 

dinih,! nQn me ! ns ? r 4 tran » fe m'ng said digital video content and said 
a gitai OSD video data as separate data via said digital bus to said 
display device, wherein at said display devire sa |d digital video 

Sln n ^? S ?f thr ° U9h 9 firSt signal P ath whicn de codes said digital 
video content to generate decoded digital video content and all menu 

*t Z e *VT P °l meniJ — ociated with , pBjfga} 

g?^..±r" iR inr '." d,ng said riini ' ai 

. : . . * q " 8pnnnd SIQnal path wh ich does ™* 

menu data omnnu^ said mBnu „ a , t dif f Grsni fnr mat ^ 

tttts^TJ 1 Sa V rS ? and Sec ond sj g na[ P^re S ined 
so that said on-screen display menu represented by said dlqital OSD 

As indicated above, amended independent claim 1 defines a peripheral 
consumer electronic device in which all menu data r.n^entative nf m.n., „ ntor « 
associated with th» peripheral co nsume r electronic ^ pass6S thrnMnh . 
sec ond S ,qnal path s t a dhptay devir^ which dn~ nwt ^ Qde thp mftn „ Hata 
or convert said me nu date to * h,h^ lndependent c|gims ? 9 gnd 

12-14 define the foregoing subject matter in a similar manner. Support for the 
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foregoing claimed subject matter is shown, for example, in FIG. 4 of Applicants' 
specification. 



None of the cited references, whether taken individually or in combination, 
teaches or suggests the foregoing claimed subject matter. On pages 3-4 of the 
Office Action dated September 9, 2008, the Examiner admits that Ludtke fails to 
d.sclose all elements of the claimed invention, and relies on Osakabe to remedy a 
port.on of these deficiencies of Ludtke. In particular, the Examiner alleges: 

dknS^ b a 6 ^°^L a J^? herai devfce distributing content to a 
TSSZZ ti 39 1 d ' 9 ? al buS (Rg - 3; co,u ™ 4 - "™ 65-column 
taJSLS? . ere ' n an lsochrono ^ transfer mechanism is used for 
transfemng v»deo content (all real time content; column 5, lines 21- 
34) and asynchronous transfer mechanism for transferrina 

^^£t%ZT (C h° ,U T !' " nes 21 ' 34 > whereinTe'vS 
So^hI V . ^ tted r - hr0U9h a first P ath at the dis P'ay device and 
decoded for drsplay (Fig. 5; column 6, lines 27-40) and wherein the 
menu date i» remitted thronnh a second na fh H^ffi^g 
andnol decoded (Fig. 5: column 7 iin~ i*5n } ^ rh ^ Jtrlrrl) 

As indicated above, the Examiner alleges that Osakabe discloses the 
claimed "second signal path" of independent claims 1, 7, 9 a nd 12-14 and 
specifically cites FIG. 5 and column 7, lines 13-28 thereof. 

In response, Applicants note that independent claims 1, 7, 9 and 12-14 are 
amended herein to clearly distinguish over the proposed combination including 
Osakabe. As indicated above, independent claim 1, for example, states that "all 
iliejiy_data_r epresentati v e o f menu witn sairt hgrai 

consumer electronic device innludinn sairf dioita. ran ^ ^ Dasses thrftllnh a 
^con^mMj^ilBt a display rt^l which Hop, nnt H ^ de said mpfm Hgt3 
prconvert S » I <1 m enu < n m Tf f.rrmf (emphasis added) The 

proposed combination including Osakabe fails to teach or suggest such a feature 
In particular, the alleged "second signal path" of Osakabe includes a central 
processing unit (CPU) 33 which performs a conversion function upon the data 
received via this alleged "second signal path" (see FIG. 5 cited by Examiner). This 
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conversion function of CPU 33 is described in column 7, lines 13-28 of Osakabe 
(cited by Examiner) as follows: 



* »u f- f s y nchron ous packet corresponding to the response 
from the digital camcorder 25 which is returned through the IEEE- 

ir?«5? u U ;L 26 J s input t0 the asynchronous portion of the LINK- 
C 36 through the PHY-IC 37, converted to a digital signal stream and 
SJ ? 1 ? 8 ^ 33 ' The CPU 33 concert, the digital Tinnal 
stream to the information cnm^T ondino to the response of the rii^ I 
camcorder 25 and if necpssgrv it generat e s the correspondinn 
remote control signal and returns it t hrough the remot e control sionTt 
transmitting/receiving circuit 31 to the hi.dir^tj ona | remote 
commander ?7 Further, if necessa r y, it supplies the remote contmT 
Signal to the display 34 to display ^responding nhgracters. figure. 
icon or the ike, whereby a user r g n recognize whether the diaitaj 
aqqeoT n ° rma " V receives th * Control mmmanri ■ (mphl-Z 

As indicated above, CPU 33 in FIG. 5 of Osakabe performs a conversion 
function upon the data received via the alleged "second signal path". Accordingly, 
the proposed combination including Osakabe fails to teach or suggest, inter alia, 
the claimed manner of handling menu data at a display device in which " all menu 
data representative of menu content assu m ed with said neric-heral consume 
electronic device including said digital OSD vi d eo date passes through a sernnd 
signal path which does not decode said men., d ata or convert s aid menu Hate tn 
a different format , as recited for example by claim 1. Accordingly, Osakabe is 
unable to remedy the admitted deficiencies of Ludtke. 

Moreover, the proposed combination including the teachings of Osakabe 
expressly teaches an approach for handling menu data at a display device that 
° StenSibly Qtfluires a dedicated CPU and is therefore very .iW». v nQre exnenRivp 
than the approach defined by the claimed invention This more expensive 
approach of the prior art is clearly less desirable than the approach of the claimed 
mvenbon in many consumer electronic applications where product cost is an 
extremely important factor. 

Banker is likewise unable to remedy the deficiencies of Ludtke and 
Osakabe. In particular, Banker is cited for allegedly teaching the use of an overlay 
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function in which an output OSD menu is overlaid onto an output full-screen video 
prior to display (see, for example, page 5 of the Office Action dated September 9, 
2008). However, as shown for example in FIG. 3 and its accompanying 
description, Banker fails to teach or suggest, inter alia, the claimed manner of 
handling menu data at a display device in which " all menu data representative of 
menu content associat ed with said Peripheral consumer electronic device including 
said digital OSD vide o data passes through a second signal path which does not 
decode said menu dat a or convert said menu data to a different formaf . as 
recited for example by claim 1. Accordingly, Banker is unable to remedy the 
deficiencies of Ludtke and Osakabe. 

Therefore, for at least the reasons stated above. Applicants submit that 
neither Ludtke, Osakabe nor Banker, whether taken individually or in combination, 
teaches or suggests a notable feature of independent claims 1, 7, 9 and 12-14, 
and their respective dependent, claims. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. qi03fa) 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ludtke in view of Osakabe and Banker, and further in view of P1394 Draft 8.0v2. 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection since the P1394 Draft 8.0v2 is unable 
to remedy the deficiencies of Ludtke, Osakabe and Banker pointed out above with 
reference to claims 1-9 and 11-17. In particular, P1394 Draft B.0v2 is cited for 
allegedly disclosing a function control protocol in which a peripheral device 
transmits a control command and response by asynchronous packet for each 
asynchronous operation (see page 21 of the Office Action dated September 9, 
2008). However, like Ludtke. Osakabe and Banker, P1394 Draft 8.0v2 also fails to 
teach or suggest, inter alia, the claimed manner of handling menu data at a display 
device in which "all menu da ta representative of menu content associated with said 
peripheral consumer electronic devi c e including said digital video data passes 
through a second signal path which does not decode said menu data or convert 
said menu data to a different format as recited by independent claim 9 from 
which claim 10 depends. Accordingly, claim 10 is patentably distinguishable over 
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the combination of Ludtke, Osakabe, Banker and P1394 Draft 8.0v2, and 
withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

Having fully addressed the Examiner's rejections it is believed that, in view 
of the preceding amendments and remarks/arguments, this application stands in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly then, reconsideration and allowance are 
respectfully solicited. lf T however, the Examiner is of the opinion that such action 
cannot be taken, the Examiner is invited to contact the applicant's attorney at (609) 
734-6815, so that a mutually convenient date and time for a telephonic interview 
may be scheduled. 



Respectfully submitted, . 
Thomas A. Stahl, et al. 



By: Paul P. Kiel 

Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 40,677 




THOMSON Licensing LLC 

PO Box 5312 

Princeton, NJ 08543-5312 
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